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SUBJECT: EVALUATION REPORT ON CHILD CARE TRAINING INSTITUTE 
(CCTI) AND START-UP ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS 

Pasillas & Associates, Consultants, in conjunction with research staff of the University of 
California, Irvine, completed their first evaluation report on the County funded Child Care 
Training Institute (CCTI) and Start-up Assistance Programs. 

The enclosed evaluation report, released in July 2002, gave both programs high marks on 
their overall impact during the period of July 2001 through June 2002. In brief, the report 
states, “the CCTl Program has been successful in working with under served populations, 
not only to enhance the number of child care providers and services, but even more, it has 
provided the opportunity for these providers to network and build their professional 
competencies as part of a community of learners.” 

Bac karound 

Your Board approved the CCTl and Start-up Assistance Programs on February 16,1999. 
CCTI, administered by the Los Angeles County Office of Education, offers a series of 
workshops on how to operate a private child care business, including training on how to 
deliver quality child care services. The Start-up Assistance Program provided educational, 
as well as health and safety items valued at $250 to child care providers, who attended a 
minimum of two CCTl workshops, were licensed and met income level requirements. 

Evaluation Report 

The purpose of the evaluation report was to ascertain the effectiveness of the CCTl 
workshops in: 

1 .  

2. 
3. 

Assisting participants in starting up and maintaining a viable child care 
business; 
Improving the quality of child care services provided; and 
Deiei-minjiiy whether participants have, as a resulf of attending CCTl 
workshops, had success in securing employment in child care services. 
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Overall Impact and Scope of Proarams 

t 

t 

t 

From May 1999 through December 2001, more than 10,000 individuals attended 
workshops covering topics such as, legal issues, health and safety, special needs, 
family care, business and marketing, and CalWORKs; 

380 workshops were provided in the following six languages: English, Spanish, 
Mandarin, Cantonese, Cambodian, and Armenian/Russian; and 

One third of the recipients came from the Top Fifty Highest Need Zip Codes 
identified in the Policy Analysis for California Education (PACE) report by UC 
Berkeley, and one half was representative of the 102 High Need Zip Codes 
identified in that same report; and 

Child Care Providers Evaluation Survev Results 

Survey results completed by 8,376 of the more than 10,000 workshop attendees who 
completed post-training evaluations reflected the following: 

t 

t 

Workshops have assisted in starting up viable child care businesses, with 41 % of 
the survey group having been licensed and 22% still in the process of obtaining a 
I icense; 

The improvement of quality of child care services provided is reflected by the 
numerous participants with multiple certificates of workshops attendance; and 

Success in employment is validated by the fact that 119 of the 159 workshop 
participants surveyed indicated they were working in the child care field. 

The CCTl workshops have made a significant impact in building child care capacity 
countywide in areas where limited or no child care had been provided. Moreover, CCTl 
has been instrumental in developing a network of trainers who provide information on 
“best” child care practices to Los Angeles County’s diverse lower income populations. 

Current Proaram Status 

The CCTl and Start-up Package Programs were provided with Performance Incentive 
funds through June 30, 2003 under your Board actions of June 26, 2002, on the 
CalWORKs and Long Term Self-sufficiency Funds Prioritization Report. 

BY:ko 

Enclosure 

c: Executive Officer, Board of Supervisors 
Chief Administrative Officei 
County Counsel 
Superintendent, LACOE 
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I appreciated learning how to make each curriculum a positive learning experience, 
learning without wasting valuable time. 
English Language Workshop participant, Activities and Understanding, June 2001 

Everything I heard was new and useful. 
English Language Workshop participant, Special Needs, December 2001 

I was a teacher for 14 years in El Salvador. I like that there are opportunities such as 
this to participate in programs that teach practical, age-appropriate approaches for 
working on a daily basis with the development needs of boys and girls. 
Spanish Language Workshop participant, Understanding CdWORKS, February 2001 

The most valuuble thing I received j+om this workshop was information about policies 
and procedures on sdety in order to provide a safe environment. 
English Language Workshop participant, Healrh and Safety, September 2001 

In my training I learned important infomation about [the legal issues involved in] 
disciplining children. 
Spanish Language Workshop participant, Legal Issues, September 2001 

The most valuable thing I learned from this workshop was that I have the power to - 
choose and the power to be “unique. ” 
Enghh Language Workshop participant, Being the Ben You Can Be, May 2001 

I attended as many workshops as I knew about and loved them. I liked all of the 
workshops and have all of my certificaes, but I liked Business and Marketing the best. 
I’d like more workshops and more child care tips and activities information 
Spanish Language Participant comments during telephone interview. M a y  2002 

The information about keeping records was particurcrrly help@. 
Englishhguage participant comments dming telephone interview, M a y  2002 

When I contacted the [Child Care] training staffor assistance, they were very help@, 
very informed about the workshops, and very willing to translate for me. 
Mandarin Language pamcipant comments during telephone interview, April 2002 

I really enjoyed the classes I attended and I’d like to attend additional workshops, maybe 
a workshop on loan grants. The Start-up Package was great!! Thrmk you. 
English Language ncipient of CCIl  Start-up Package, March 2001 

Everything in my Start-up Packuge is used daily in my daycare. And truly enjoyed’ 
Mandarin Language recipient of CCTI Package, February 2001 

All the workshops are very important and provide much benefit. The only unfomnate 
thing is that they fill up quickly and then there is no more room for people who want to 
a t t d  
Spanish Language recipient of C C l l  Start-up Package, August 2001 
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Spanish, Mandarin, Cantonese, Cambodian. and ArmeniadRussian. At the end of each workshop. 
participants were asked to complete a Post-Training Evaluation; 8,376 of these evaluations were available 
to the research team for analysis. Of this number, 41% reported that they were licensed, 11% reported that 
they were not licensed, and 22% reported that they were in the process of obtaining a child care license. 
Workshop attendees who had participated in two workshops, were licensed, and met income level 
requirements were eligible to apply for a Chld Care Training Institute Start-up Package that contained - 
$250.00 of child care books, games, and operating materials. Recipients represented all five Supemisoral 
Districts. One third of the recipients came from the Top Fifty Highest Need Zip Codes identified by 
CalWORKs. One half was representative of the 102 High Need Zip Codes identified by CalWORKs. 

Recipients of the Start-up Package completed an evaluation form after receiving their package; 182 of 
these evaluations, covering the time period from May 1999 through December 2001, were available to the 
research team for analysis. Start-up package recipients had attended from two to eight workshops. The 
most frequently attended workshop was H e d h  und Safezy, followed in order by Acnvines, Business and 
Marketing, and L e g d  Issues. Ninety percent of the recipients were providing child care at the time they 
received the Start-up Package. The average number of children receiving child care provided by workshop 
attendees was 6.78. 

Participants reported overwhelmingly positive responses to their Child Care Training experience. High 
ratings for the value of the instruction, the effectiveness of the presenters, the usefulness of the materials, 
and relevance of the training to personal needs were consistent across workshop years, across topics, and 
across language groups. Ninety percent of the recipients agreed or strongly agreed that the Start-up 
Package was useful and should be continued. Materials in the Start-Up Package receiving the highest 
ratings were the First Aid Kit, the art supplies, and the children’s books. Ninety-eight percent of h- 
recipients reponed that they were very interested in attending additional workshops. 

Six hundred and fourteen workshop participants were identified for telephone interviewing; 159 were 
interviewed from March through May 2002. Over half of the people intenriewed had learned about the 
workshops from either the Department of Public Social Services or their schooYschoo1 district. Sixteen 
percent reported that they learned about the workshops from word-of-mouth referrals from friends, 
relatives, and other providers. Eight percent reported they first learned about the workshops from a Child 
Care Training Institute flyer. 

The researchers observed that the presenters incorporated in their training best practices from current 
theories in adult learning. They established rapport with the participants and encouraged sharing and 
networking. The presentations were well organized and supported with numerous materials that 
participants were able to take with them. Through informal c o n v c r s ~ o ~  with other auendtts, the 
researchers learned that many of the participants had attended several other workshops and were very 
appreciative that this resource of clarent infoxmation in the field was available. They w m  looking forward 
to aaending fume workshops and pursuing their professional development as a child care provider. 

These findings suggest that the workshops have assisted in starting up viable child care businesses. with 
41% of the survey group having been licensed and 22% still in the process of obtaining a license. The 
improvement of quality of child care services provided is suggested by the numapus participants with 
multiple certificates of workshops attended and by their affirming comments in the telephone interviews. 
Success in employment is indicated by the fact that 119 of the 159 workshop participants surveyed by 
telephone indicated that they were in child care careers. However, the actual impact of workshops on the 
knowledge base of each participant can be better assessed with a pre-test and post-test study of future 
workshops. Furthermore, a study of service sustainability and child care delivery quality is recommended 
in the conclusion. Based on these findings, the Child Care Training Institute Workshops have made a 
significant impact in building capacity within an area where limited or no child care had been provided. 
Moreover, CCTI has been instrumental in developing a network of trainers providing cment and 
linguistically sensitive information on best practices in the field to Los Angeles County’s diverse lower 
income populations residing in areas designated in the “high need“ category of quality child we service. 
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INTRODUCTION 

The Child Care Training Institute ( 0  is an educational program offered by the Los 
Angeles County Ofice of Education’s Division of Parent and Community Services since 
1999 to the present. CCTI offers a series of workshops on how to operate a private child 
care business including training on how to deliver quality child care services. These 
workshops are open to all individuals residing in Los Angeles County but specifically 
targeted to populations who are residents in low-income areas where there are limited or 
no chdd care services available. 

Pasillas & Asociates, Consultants, with consulting support from research staff of the 
University of California, Irvine Department of Education, was contracted in July 2001 to 
carry out an evaluation of the CCTI program through July 2002 in order to assess its 
effectiveness in training participants. In particular the CCTI program cfirector needed to 
ascertain the effectiveness of the CCTI workshops in: 

(a) assisting participants in starting up and maintaining a viable child care business 
(b) improving the q a t y  of child care services provided 
(c) contributing to the success of participants who as a result of attending the CCTI 

workshops, have had success in securing employment in child care services or 
elsewhere. 

This report provides a brief social-historical context of child care services in the county 
as well as a general overview of child care problems and needs that the Cczl  program 
seeks to address. It also fully describes the Child Care Training Institute Program, 
including a historical chronology of the CCH program delivery. Following these general 
background sections, the methodology and research questions that guided the CCTI 
program evaluation are explained briefly. The evaluation findings based on survey, 
interview, and observational data are s ized. In addition, several appendices are 
attached to provide further background on both c?TI participants and the research 
carried out by the evaluation team, including the observational reports written by 
undergraduate researchers who attended various workshops from October 2001 through 
May 2002. In conclusion, recommendations for future program development and further 
evaluative work geared at continuous program improvement arc offered. 
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World War I increased the demand for child care (1917-1918) as large numbers of 
women went to work in factories that supported the war effort. During this era no federal 
support was provided and child care demands were met through local governments, 
expansion of existing private facilities, and informal chldcare arrangements (Robins & 
Weiner, 1978). 

After WWI, day nurseries declined in popularity and interest for several reasons: (1) 
legslation in 1921 restricted immigration; (2) passage of the widow’s pension allowed 
many mothers to stay home with their children; and (3) the 1920’s seemed to be a period 
of affluence and economic expansion which, “did not actually get rid of slums or poverty, 
but in flush times there seemed to be less reason to notice that not everyone’s street was 
paved in gold. If men were working, they could support their families, and that made the 
day nursery seem less of a necessity (Steinfels, 1973, p.65).” 

1930- 1940% 

The new public funded initiatives to create job opportunities for the scores of 
unemployed during the Depression that hit the nation in the early 1930’s reenerwed 
efforts to create formal child care arrangements and hence more jobs, in particular for 
women. According to June Solnit Sale, ‘The Works Progress Administration [1936-- 
19401 during the Depression established child care programs to set up a cottage industry 
because it was important to find gainful work for the adults (Tebb, 1997).” Hence, the 
first major public funding for child care in California became available in 1933 under the 
federal WPA, initiated by President Franklin D. Roosevelt as part of hs New Deal 
policies aimed at finding jobs for millions on government-sponsored projects (Clarke- 
Stewart, 1993). In response, school districts were to establish nursery schools that would 
provide relief work for teachers, cooks, nurses, etc., who otherwise would be 
unemployed. School districts also established contracts with the junior high schools 
whose students served as aides in the centers while receiving training in child 
development (Tebb, 1997). In 1936, the California legislature passed licensing laws to 
protect children from the common hazards believed to be present in all types of care 
received in the absence of their parents (On the -to1 Doors@ , 1995; Hubner, 1980; 
Tebb, 1997). The State Board of Charities was replaced with the newly created State 
Department of Public Welfare to administer day care licensing (Hubner, 1980; Tebb, 
1997). 

During the 1930’s, and on through the 196O’s, Cooperative Child Care [started by 
University of Chicago faculty wives in 19151, became increasingly popular as child 
development theories gained influence on educators, policy makers, and the general 
public throughout the United States (Clarke-Stewart, 1993; Tebb, 1997). According to 
Tebb (1997), cooperatives demonstrated that when child care is designed to serve 
children and their families, program quality, particularly the preschool educational 
experience, is improved. However, despite many advantages of cooperative child care, it 
was not a viable option for most working mothers as they were largely responsible for 
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By the mid-l960s, a shared notion existed that problems in American education might 
best be addressed by interventions that occur early in the child’s educational career. A 
number of studies had shown that economically disadvantaged children in general, and 
particularly those from traditionally disenfranchised groups or so called “minority” 
children (1.e. those of non-European background, namely Black, Latino, and American 
Indan) suffered educational deficiencies when they entered elementary school. These 
deficiencies persisted throughout the children’s schooling as these “minority” children 
were, on the average, six months behind national norms in the first grade, and two years 
behind by the fifth grade in school achievement. To give these children a boost in their 
academic development and to compensate for the lack of schooling preparedness, Head 
Start was established. 

Head Start was one of the first policies canied out by the Johnson Ahnistration as a 
key component to its War on Poverty initiative under Title II of the Economic 
Opportunity Act which called for “ maximum feasible participation “ of low income 
parents (Smith and Bissell, 1970, p. 56). Head Start had a remarkably rapid turn around 
period from proposal to programmatic reality: less than one year from the initial Planning 
Committee formed in November of 1964 to the public announcement of its launchng of 
Project Head Start in early 1965, with programs operating nationwide only six months 
later by the summer of 1965 (Smith and Bissell, 1970). A study carried out by Smith and 
Bissell (1970) determined that “Head Start programs have a substantial impact on the 
scholastic readmess of first-grade children, particularly in predominantly Pllack urban 
areas (p. 54).” They also reported that studies of other early child care programs across 
the country and abroad demonstrated that ‘‘carejidly designed and implemented programs 
increased the cognitive performance of disadvantaged children (p. %).” 

1970-80’s 

As a grass roots movement of Northern California in 1970, Resource and Referral (R & 
R) Services and the Alternative Child Care Program were introduced in the state of 
Califomd. The Alternative Payment Program (AP) arose from a growing awareness that 
a standardized delivery system was not meeting the variety of family and community 
child care needs (Freis & Miller, 1978). To promote program flexibility and to improve 
program responsiveness to local needs, the California Department of Education (CDE) 
was allocated $13 million annually to fund AP arrangements and was expanded to 
approximately $17 milhon in 1977-78 (On the Capitol Doorstep , 1995). AP programs 
were to provide parents neectng publicly subsidized child care with greater options, to 
address unmet community needs, and to develop cost-effective ways to deliver child care 
and development programs. The program provided for center care, family child care 
homes, voucher/vendor programs, resource and referral agencies, and capital outlay. 

Some of the early research documenting the importance of family child care included the 
Community Family Day Care Project in Pasadena, California (Solnit, Sale, & Torres, 
1971) and the National Council of Jewish Women study in Porrland, Oregon [Eden, 
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1990-2002 

The 1990’s experienced a decline in social policies construed as “hand-outs” and a rise in 
the call for accountability on the part of recipients of such government-funded relief 
programs. Still, researchers in the educational, social sciences, and public policy areas 
continued to document the relationship between poverty, low educational attainment, 
crime, and a perpetuation of the poverty cycle. According to a report by the California 
Budget Project, Working, but Poor in California (September 1!396), most of the children 
that grow up in poor families are less likely to complete school. The incornpietion of 
school basically leads to a life of poverty for the child once he or she becomes an adult. 
This cycle eventually repeats itself over the generations of the family, which only works 
to worsen the level of poverty in California. At the same time the report details how 
consistent reductions in AFDC benefits since 1989 have contributed to the difficulty 
faced by families trying to escape welfare and make the transition to full-time work. In 
order to support the healthy transition of families out of poverty and into the workforce, 
the report includes the recommendation that “public policies can help insure that poor 
families have access to services such as health coverage and child care (p. 36).” 

By the mid 199O’s, the number of people living in poverty in Los Angeles County had 
grown by 53% between 1980-1992, according to the Los Angeles County Child Care 
Advisory Board (Quahty Child Care Committee, 1995). The Committee’s report further 
established that 540 babies were born each day in Los Angeles County, increasing daily 
the County’s desperate need to expand the availability of and access to quality child care 
services for the growing economically-disadvantaged sector of the population. l h s  need 
was being accentuated, particularly given the fact that 21% of Los Angeles County’s 
children were living in poverty and that large disparities existed in the range of quahty of 
existing child care service providers.’ 

in Los 
(prepared by the National Economic 

According to a recent study on the -act of the Child Care Industry 
C m  

Development and Law Center, June lw), the industry of child care supports 34,1000 
local jobs and generates $81.38 billion in gross receipts. This report further substantiates 
the particular significance of the child care industry for Los Angeles County, considering 
the following statistics it offers: 

es Countv: 

Los Angeles is the home of 8,297 child care establishments with a 
capacity for 240,073 children; yet, the County has a population of 9.6 
million people, with chldren under 14 making up 23% of the county’s 
total population and more that half (57%) of Los Angeles’ children are 
considered low income. In addition, employment in Los Angeles County 
is projected to increase 27.6% in the next two decades by 2020; currently 

The report found 9% considered good. 56% adequate. and 35% inadequate or harmful (Quality Child 1 

care committee, 1995). 
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care capacity in the county through programs like CCTI and over 150 after school 
programs currently being operated through the Los Angeles Unified School District and 
the County Office of Education at hgh need schools that serve students from families on 
public assistance. 

In a recent Policy Analysis for California Education report produced by the Growing Up 
in Poverty Project at the University of California, Berkley and Stanford University, 
(Fuller, et al. PACE], August 2001) researchers found that “the allocation of child care 
subsides remains linked to whether the mother (or caseworker) finds a center-based slot 
for the child. Fully 70% of the women who used a child care subsidy had selected a 
licensed care provider, usually a center-based program or pre-school.” Furthermore, even 
though all women entering CalWORKs are eligible for chldcare subsidies, provided that 
they commit to consistent engagement in job-searching activities, a relatively small 
percentage take advantage of this state subsidy: “21% of all (stage 1) CalWORKs clients 
in Los Angeles County assigned to a work activity were drawing a childcare subsidy in 
late 1999 (Fuller, et al., August 2001).” Researchers further identified problems 
accessing the quality of the child care being selected by lower income families who do 
access these subsidies, pointing out that it is particularly difficult to establish longitudlnal 
interactions with home-based providers. Because limited information is available 
regarding the quality and character of home-based care, they recommend that such 
providers can be targeted through organized training efforts that encourage basic 
improvements in their care-giving (Fuller, et al., August 2001). This is precisely the 
charge taken on by the Child Care Training Institute in Los Angeles County. 

The Child Care Training Institute of Los Angel- County office of Education. 

Based on the extensively documented need for alternatives to high cost child care 
for worlang poor families (as evidenced in the above litemure review) and as part of the 
general trend in public policy to promote initiatives that foster public/private partnerships 
and inter-agency collaborations, on March 26, 1998, the County of Los Angeles 
Department of Public Services Board approved the allocation of 1.9 million dollars to the 
Capacity Development Expenditure Plan for CalWorks Child Care. Aimed at increasing 
the child care capacity in the county, the Plan called for DPSS to work in collaboration 
with the Department of Children and Family Services (DCSF), County Office of 
Education (LACOE), California Department of Social Services Community Care 
Licensing Division (CDSSCCLD), the Department of Human Resources (DHR), the 
Child Care Planning Committee, and other child care advocates (e.g. Foster Family 
Agencies, Legal Aid, Los Angeles County Child Care Planning Committee, Public Law 
Project, and Resource and Referral Agencies) in developing programs that achieve the 
following outcomes: 

1. Recruit prospective family child care providers in high need areas 
2. Maximize the supply and quality of child care services available to families by 

training current and new providers 
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Plan (included in this evaluation report) is the Start-up Assistance Program (with a 
$64,200 budget allocation), which entails the provision of a Child Care Start-up Package 
to certain eligible participants in the CCTI workshops. 

Since initiating its program in May of 1999, CCTI has provided 389 trainings to &verse 
child care providers in the county on topics relevant to both the start-up and management 
of a private child care business. Topics are chosen' to develop a knowledge base among 
workshop participants on the best practices in the child care field. Workshop content is 
based on sound principles of the cognitive, social, and physical development of children 
and ways to organize care-taking environments and day care curriculum, as well as how 
to address specific needs of diverse chlldren. Initially, program participants attended an 
orientation workshop intended to assist them in determining the degree to which they are 
genuinely interested in pursuing a career in child care. Once identified as having an 
interest, clients are offered the opportunity to attend any workshops in the series. CCTI 
workshops have been provided primarily in Enghsh, but numerous have been offered in 
Spanish, as well a few in Mandarin, Cantonese, Cambodian, and Axmenian/Russian in an 
effort to outreach services into those linguistically diverse populations most in need of 
competent low-cost child care services. [For detailed information on number of 
workshops, topics and languages in which they were delivered, see Appendix 7: Training 
by Language, Topic, and Year of Participation.] Many participants in CCTI workshops 
have been licensed day care or family child care providers while others have received 
their license subsequent to participating in the trainings or at least report the intention of 
securing a license in the future. [See Table 7: Licensing Status of Participants Completing 
Evaluations and Appendix 8: Licensing Status by Language Groups.] 

communication to Board of Supervisors of h e  Counr)' of Los An@- from Lynn W. B a y ,  Director, 
DPSS, May 12,1998. 



Los Angeies County Office of Education 
Chdd Care Training lnsntute Evaluation 
July 2002 page 13 

enrolled in a research practicum course at the University of Cahfornia, Irvine (Education 
199: Independent Research) who where supervised by Dr. Chnstensen. Students assisted 
the evaluators by carrylng out the following research activities: 

1. Review and write abstracts of relevant literature on child care training and 
service provision for CCTI's target population ( T h ~ s  literature review and 
compiled bibliography is included in th~s final report.) 

2. Attend and record observations of workshops offered by CCTI between 
October 2001 and May 2002 

3. Input survey data into database 

SURVEYS 

Post-training evaluations had been collected by C'ITI from the workshop participants 
since the introduction of the CCTl trainings in 1999. CTTl designed and adrmnistered 
these evaluation surveys as part of their ongoing program assessment and management 
strategies. [See Appendices 3 and 4: Examples of Post-Training Evaluation Forms.] 
Education 199 students participated in the development of a scoring rubric and inputted 
the survey data into a SPSS database. Subsequently, Dr. Christensen coded it for 
analysis. The process of inputting data began in January of 2002 and continued through 
June 2002. The coded and analyzed data include post-training workshop questionnaires; 
Start-up Package surveys, and data collected from telephone surveys described below. 

TELEPHONEINTERVIEWS 

A random sample of survey respondents (every 10'" person on sign in sheets of program 
participants) was used to conduct follow-up telephone surveys. The telephone surveys 
were designed by Ms. Araujo and Dr. Christensen and reviewed by Dr. O'Cadiz. The 
Education 199 students were trained in telephone interview protocol and were the ones to 
conduct most of the telephone interviews. Some interviews were conducted by Araujo 
and Chnstensen. 

Furthermore, as part of their Education 199 seminar, students and evaluators met 
regularly to discuss the literature and to debrief on the workshop observations and 
telephone interviews. These formal discussions have significantly informed the 
evaluation process in that they served to facilitate the evaluators' triangulation among the 
child care literature, the CTTI survey, the Start-up Package data, the telephone survey 
data, and the empirical observational data that the students provided. 
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DATA ANALYSIS 

Data analysis was undertaken by a team of researchers from the University of California, 
Irvine.‘ Lead Evaluator, Diane Pasillas Araujo, MPA, of Pasillas & Associates, 
Consultants, coordmated the evaluation effort. Pilar O’Cadiz, Ph.D., Executive Director 
of the University of California, b i n e  Collaborative After School Project, conceptualized 
the theoretical and methodologrcal framework for the evaluation. Research Coordinator 
Nancy Christensen, Ed.D., University of California, Irvine, led the team of UCI 
undergraduate researchers tasked with developing scoring rubrics, inputting and 
analyzing data using SPSS, developing and implementing the telephone survey, and 
conducting participant observations of selected trainings. 

The undergraduate research team, drawn from students enrolled in UCI Education 199: 
Independent Research, brought several talents to the evaluation effort. All had 
participated in undergraduate education classes where they studied theories of learning 
and issues of multicultural education. Two of the members, Yanira Gale and Miri Son, 
were bi-lingual in Spanish and English, having grown up in Mexico and Equador, 
respectively. One member, Linda Wang, was bilingual in Mandarin and English and able 
to read Cantonese. Young (Paul) Kim was tri-lingual, fluent in Korean, English, and 
Portuguese. Rabya Asnar was fluent in English and Urdu, with working knowledge of 
several other languages of Pakistan. Rochelle Ruiz was fluent in Tagalog and English. 
Kim, Asnar, Ruiz, and the remaining members of the undergraduate research team, Don 
Kim, Rebecca Moon, Jae Yoon, and Crystal Jennings worked with Enghsh language data. 
All members had been admitted to Education 199: Independent Research as students with 
exceptional promise and demonstrated unusual dedication throughout the evaluation, 
meeting weekly from September 2001 through June 2002 to develop assessment 
documents, review data, discuss analysis, and share perspectives on the direction of the 
evaluation. 

During the 12-month period from July 2001 through June 2002, five categories of Child 
Care Training Institute data were analyzed: 

Child Care literature, both historical and current, including a previous 
study of the Child Care Training Institute conducted by the Institute at 
Indian Hill and the School of Education Studies at Clarcmont Graduate 
School in 2000 
8,597 evaluations completed by attendees at the end of their respective 
Child Care Training Workshop(s) 

‘ Analysis by teams and panels has been part of the research tradition in social science (Hakes. 1993; 
Murray and Hammons, 1995). Jorgensen ( 1989) considered undergraduate assistants particularly 
appropnate for specific tasks: “Like team research strategia. the use of research assistants may enhance the 
breadth and quality of data by providing multiple perspectives (66):’ Bogdan and BiMen (195’8; 
recogruzed that “more and more qualitative research ... is undertaken in teams (71):’ 



Los Angeles County Office of Educauon 
Chld Care Trmin,o Institute Evaluauon 
July 2002 page 17 

Curriculum 
Discipline with Love 
FamilyCare 
Highscope 
Is Child Care for You? (Everythmg You Wanted To Know About Child Care But 
Were Afraid to Ask!) 

Table 1 below summarizes the number of workshops per year for each language. 

Table 1: Workshops by Languag eandYear 
I To I 

Table 2 below summarizes the number of workshops per year by topic. 

’ One hundred thmy trainings were scheduled for 2000, h e  title of the Spanish Language mining on 
October 3 1,2000 is not known. 
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Table 5 below summarizes training attendance accordmg to the language in which a 
given workshop was presented: English, Spanish, Mandann, Cantonese, Cambodian, or 
R u s s i d h e n i a n .  Tables 35 and 36 in Appendix 2 summarize data for the two largest 
language groups, English and Spanish, by year. 

At the end of each workshop, participants were encouraged to complete an evaluation 
form. The language on the evaluation form conformed to the language of the workshop. 
(See Appendix 3: Example of Post-Training Evaluation Forms, Version 1 for examples of 
the post-training evaluation forms in English, Spanish, and MandaridCantonese.) 

The evaluation form evolved over three years, with basic questions included in each- 
version: topic, date, and location of workshop; licensing status of participant; ethnic 
identification (optional); and participant evaluation of the training. Version 2 of the 
evaluation form added questions asking participants to rate the usefulness of the group 
activity and the handouts and asked if they would be changing how they provided child 
care because of their participation in the training (see Appendix 4: Examples of Post- 
Training Evaluation Forms, Version 2 for examples of the post-training evaluation foxms 
in English, Spanish, and Mandarin/Cantonese). 

This study looked at evaluations covering the period May 4,1999 through December 15, 
2001. During this time period, 8,597 evaluations were available to the research team for 
analysis. (See Appendix 5:  Training Evaluation Data Table.) 

A scoring rubric was created to enter data from the evaluation forms into SPSS (See 
Appendix 6: Training Evaluation Scoring Rubric). Data was examined from three 
perspectives: for all participants, for each language p u p ,  and by year. 

Attendance at Workshops 

Data from the evaluations examined for this study revealed overall training attendance 
per topic was strongest for Activities and Understanding, one of the origmal four topics 
when trainings were initiated in 1999. Topics added more recently recorded lower 
overdl arreadance. Table 6 below summarizes the frequency of pmiripalim by 
language group in the twelve training topics offered from May 1999 through December 
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Response to Workshop 

A. Initial questionnaires asked participants to rate the value and organization of the 
training and the effectiveness of the presenters. Participants reported very favorable 
reactions to the value of the trainings. 4413 (88%) of the 5034 respondents rated the 
value of the training “Excellent; ” 4937 (98%) rated the value “Good” or “Excellent. *’ 
Table 8 below summarizes the overall findrngs from participants’ ratings for the 
trainings. Appendrx 9: Rating of Training Value by Language Group and Year presents 
data organized by language group. 

Table 8: Value of the 

Participants completing evaluation forms tended to rate the organization of the training 
“Excellent” (84%); 4,839 (97%) of the respondents rated the organization “Excellent” or 
“Good. *’ Table 9 presents the overall findings; Appendix 10: Rating of Organization of 
raining by Language Group and Year presents data organized by language group. 
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Choices 
Strongly Disagree 

page 33 

2001 

48 

2. Group activity was useful. 

Two thousand three hundred and forty (89%) of the 2,6 18 respondents marked that they 
“Strongly Agree ” that the group activity was useful; 2,544 (97%) selected either 
“Strongly Agree” or “Agree. ’’ 

Table 12: Usefulness of Gmu Activitv. Version 2 
N = 2293 
Choices 
Stron 1 Disa ee 
Disa 
Neutra! 

3. 

Agree 
Strongly Agree 

The handouts were useful. 

Two thousand four hundred and sixty-six (93%) of the 2,643 respondents marked that 
they “Strongly Agree” that the handouts dmributed during the training were useful; 
2,588 (98%) selected either “Strongly Agree” or “Agree. ” 

Table 13: Usefulness of Handouts, Version 2 

4. The presenter was qfective. 

Two thousand four hundred eighty-nine (94%) of the 2,639 respondents marked that they 
“Strongly Agree” that the presenter was effective; 2,583 (98%) selected either “Strongly 
Agree ” or “Agree. ” 

Disagree I 2 
Neutral 6 
Agree I 94 
Strongly Agree I 2489 
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year and were most heavily attended dunng the summer months. (See Appendix 13: 
Distribution of attendance by month.) 

111. Data from Evaluation of Stan-Up Packages 

Workshop participants who completed two workshops, at least one of which must be a 
Building Quality Child Care workshop (Health and Safety Issues and Communicating 
with Parents, Activities and Understanding Each Child's Unique Needs); who had 
secured their child care license; and who had a combined household income for a family 
of four of $ 2,781 per month or below qualified for the Los Angeles County Office of 
Education Child Care Training Institute Start-up Package. The package provided up to 
$250.00 worth of materials to support a child care operation, including child care 
manuals, children's books, puzzles, games, counting beads, wrist bells, parachute, cars, 
art supplies, mats, and a first aid kit. 

Recipients of the Start-up Package completed an evaluation identifying their licensing 
status, zip code, the various Child Care Trainings they had attended, the type of child care 
they were providing, and their agreementldisagreement with a series of statements 
describing the Start-up Package. The research team examined 182 evaluations that had- 
been completed by recipients of the Start-up Package. One hundred and thirteen of the 
evaluations were completed by English Language speakers. Fifty of the evaluations were 
Completed by Spanish Language speakers. Nineteen of the evaluations were completed 
by Mandarin or Cantonese Language speakers. Members of the research team fluent in 
the respective languages analyzed the English, Spanish, Mandarin, and Cantonese 
Language evaluations. Data was entered into SPSS using a scoring rubric designed by 
the research team. (See Appendix 14: Start-up Package Evaluation Form and Scoring 
Rubric.) Results of the analysis of data from the Start-up Package Evaluations are 
presented below. 

Status of Licensing 

One hundred seventy-eight participants, representing 97.8% of the recipients, reported 
that they were a licensed child care provider. The remaining 2.2% did not provide an 
answer to the question. 
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Tabie 18 below summarizes frequency of participation in the individual workshops 
reported by recipients of the Start-up Package. 

Child Care Being Provided at Time of Survey 

One hundred sixty-six (9 1%) of the 182 Start-up Package recipients reported they were 
providing child care in their home at the time of the survey. Table 19 summarizes the 
responses by language groups. 

12Beginning in 2002 the Start-up Package Evaluations added the workshop category: Everything You 
Wanted To Know About Child Cure But Were Afratd ro Ask? (ah Is Child Care For You?). This category 
was included on 20 of the 110 English language evaluations and seven of the 48 S p u h  language 
evaluations. 
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Fifth Supervisoral District. Two zip codes had five Start-up Package recipients: 90220 in 
the Second Distict and 90550 in the Fifth District. Fifty-eight packages were earned by 
recipients in the Top 50 High Need Zip Codes (identified by Cal WORKS, 3/1999). An 
addtional 37 fell within the 51 to 102 ranking of CalWORKs High Need Zip Codes. 
Appendix 15: Start-up Package Distribution by Zip Code, Supervisoral District, and 
Language Group lists by language groups the zip codes of recipients, the number of 
recipients in each zip code, and the ranlung of the zip code on CalWORKs High Need 
Zip Codes Priority Order. 

Recipient Responses on Start-up Package Survey 

On the Start-up Package Survey, recipients were asked to indicate the degree of their 
agreement or disagreement with four statements. Two statements expressed a positive 
opinion about the Start-up Package; the other two were positive statements about the 
Training Workshops. Tables 22 and 23 present data about participant response to the 
Start-up Package. Tables 24 and 25 present data about participant response to the 
workshops they attended. 

Statement 1.  The Start-up Package was use@ for my fmniy @care. 

One hundred fifty-four (85%) of the 182 recipients reported that they “Strongly Agree ” 
that the Start-up Package was useful for their family day care; 167 (91%) selected either 
“Agree” or “Strongly Agree.” 

Statement 2. The Start-up Package is beneficial and should be continued for participants 
who complete requirements. 

One hundred sixty-five (90%) of the 182 recipients reported that they “Strongly Agree” 
that the Start-up Package was beneficial and should be continued; 168 (91%) selected 
either “Agree ” or “Strongly Agree. ” 
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Should the Stm-Up Package mnain 
asitis? English 

N=98 
Yes 88 

page 31 

Spanish Total 
N=29 N=19 N=146 
29 11 128 

Ranlung of Materials Provided in Start-up Package 

No 

Recipients were asked to rank from 1 (Muit Useficl) to 12 (Least Useful) the materials 
they received in the Start-up Package. The more popular items were the First Aid kit, art 
supplies, and children’s books. Table 26 below summarizes the ranlungs given to each 
item.13 Appendix 16: Rankings Given by Recipients to Materials in Start-up Package 
presents this information by language group. 

90% 1m 58% 88% 
10 - 8 18 

1096 42% 12% 

Key: 1 =Most Useful 
12 =Least useful 

Recipients were asked if the Start Up Package should remain as it is. One hundred twenty 
eight (88%) of the 146 respondents answered “Yes. ” 

Suggestions for changes to the package included: adding cassettes with chldren’s songs; 
game books for different ages; numbers, ABCs, and flash cards to help pre-school age 

l3 It should be noted that sow participants used one number value for more than one item. Others ranked 
the materials from 1 to 12. Still others ranked materials numerically but did not use all of the numbers. 
The responses reflect these variations. 
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rv. Telephone Interviews 

From March through May 2002, the research team conducted a telephone survey of a 
sampling of Chdd Care Training Institute workshop participants. From a master roster of 
sign-in sheets, every tenth name was selected for the interview pool. From this pool, the 
research team identified 614 trainees for interviewing. 

The telephone survey followed the procedures and recommendations developed by 
quahtative researcher Don A. Dillman (1978, 1994). To standardize the questions asked 
of the interviewees, an English Language protocol was developed and subsequently 
translated into Spanish and Mandarin. (See Appendix 17: Protocol for Telephone 
Survey.) Telephone interviews were conducted in English, Spanish, and Mandarin by 
research team members fluent in the designated language. 

During the three-month interview period when the 614 calls were attempted, researchers 
ma& a maximum three attempts to reach each person, calling a number up to three 
dfferent times: in the morning, afternoon, and weekend. Table 29 below summarizes the 
contact information for the telephone survey. Appendix 18: Distribution of Number 
Assignments for Telephone Interviewees lists the distribution of interview pool numbers 
for the people who were interviewed. 

Since workshop participants o b n  attended more than OM aaining, some of the people who were I4 

contacted already had been interviewed by another researcher. 



Los Angeles County Office of Educanon 
Chld Care Training Insntute Evaiuauon 
July 2002 page 55 

Table 31: Attendance at Child Care Training Institute Workshops 
1 I % of 1 

Is Child Care for You?/Everything You Always Wanted 
To Know About Child Can But Were Afraid to Ask! 34 21% 

Question: Which worksbp did you like the best? 

Interviewees were asked which workshop they liked the best. One hundred thirteen 
people responded. The most popular workshop was Special Needs followed by 
Discipline with Love. Table 32 below summarizes the responses for the ten workshops 
that were identified. 
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Would you attend other Child Care Training Institute workshops? 

One hundred fifty-three (96%) of the interviewees indicated they would attend other 
workshops. 

Summation 

The 159 former workshop participants who were interviewed had learned about the Child 
Care Training Institute workshops from a variety of sources. One hundred and ten 
reported that they were licensed 28 who were not licensed indicated they were pursuing 
licensing. One hundred and nineteen of the interviewees were caring for children. The 
interviewees had attended multiple workshops and expressed strong interest in attending 
additional workshops. 

V. Participant Observation of Workshops 

From October 2001 through May 2002, members of the research team attended ten Child 
Care Training Institute workshops, one in Mandann (Discipline Children with Love); five 
in Spanish (Business and Marketing, Discipline 131, and Activities); and four in English - 
(Business and Marketing, Activities and Understanding [2], and Legal Issues). 
Researchers observed the workshop setting, participants, presenter, structure of the 
presentation, and supporting workshop materials and identified components of the 
workshop which the researcher thought contributed substantially to successN training. 

Five of the workshop reports are presented in Appendix 19. In general, the researchers 
were impressed with the content and the presentation of the workshops. Trainers 
exhibited best practices in adult learning theory by establishing rapport with the 
participants and encouraging sharing and networking. The presentations were well 
orgaolzed and s u p p o d  with numerous materials that the participants took with them. 
Through informal conversations with other attendees, the presenters learned that 
participants had attended several other workshops, were very appreciative that this 
resource was available, and were looking forward to attending additional workshops. 

The final section of this report offers some recommendations for program development 
and future, more in-depth assessment of the quality of CCI'I training and support services 
and a clearer determination of the general impact and specific outcomes of the C m  
program with regard to fomenting the availability and improving the quality of child care 
services for those children and families who most need them. 
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Based on an analysis of the data collected regarding participants un-met needs, 
programmatic recommendations include the following: 

1. The establishment of an Information Hotline where participants can easily 
access information and technical assistance in their own chtld care service 
improvement effons that are spurred by their ongoing professional 
development process that CCTI workshops intentionally provoke (e.g., 
many survey respondents voiced a need for assistance in recruiting child 
care clients). 

2. A broadening of workshop topics based on recent research findings on the 
cognitive, social, and cultural development of children as recommended 
by the newly revised 2001 NAEYC Standards for Early Childhood 
Professional Preparation-which call for “an even greater focus on 
academic content, cultural, and linguistic diversity, and young chddren 
with special needs.” For example, 

a) workshop sessions that focus on the use of music to 
stimulate children’s cognitive development (particularly 
effective with special needs children) 

b) games and play activities that foment math and scientific 
inquiry skills as part of a general school readiness role that 
any child care provider should and can fulfill 

c ) specific workshops aimed at developing cross-cultural 
competencies among child care professionals. 

3. Development of a process for awarding individuals participating in 
workshops with continuing education units or college credits (as indicated 
in the initial CCTI Proposal, 1998); in addition, establish either an 
independent child care specialization certificate program or coordinate 
with existing certification programs such as the Child Development Permit 
currently required by the California Department of Education for child 
care professionals who work in state licensed facilities serving children 
from birth to kindergarten and the Child Development Permit with a 
School-Age Emphasis authorizing the holder to work in settings serving 
childffn and youths from birth to age fourteen (CDE, 1999). 
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Some workshop topics that may assist in continued capacity buildmg include cross- 
cultural training and those that inform participants about studies on cop t ive  learning of 
children from 0-3 years old. These should emphasize math, music, and science as 
expanded upon in the recommendations section. Pre-test and post-test surveys are 
proposed to more specifically inform the research regarding knowledge base 
development of participating adult learners. 

Lastly, the Child Care Training Institute has created a strong following in both the Latino 
and Chinese communities by providing relevant and linguistically-suited people and 
materials for whch participants stated their “extreme appreciation.” CCI’I has positioned 
the program with an audience poised and ready for more. In conclusion, our final 
recommendation is to formalize the network of community links and establish an 
“Information Hotline” giving those who need child care and those who provide quality 
child care an OppOrtuIllty to connect with one another. Linking each of these populations 
with a continually updated information on trainings, employment oppdrtunities and local 
providers may allow for more and better child care services. 
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Appendix 1 

Location and Frequency of Use of Training Workshop Sites 
May 4,1959 through December 31,2001 

Key: ACRC 
A3PCON 
BASE 
CCRC 
CFS 
CHLA 
CHSAP 
LACOE 
MAOF 

African Community Resource Center 
Asian Pacific Policy and Planning Council 
Basic Adult Spanish Education 
Child Care Resource Center 
Child and Family Service 
Children's Hospital of Los Angela 
Community Houstng Services Alternative Program 

Mexican American Opportunity Foundation 
Los Angelcs county office of Education 
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APPENDIX 2 

ATENDANCE AT ENGLISH AND SPANISH LANGUAGE TRAININGS BY YEAR 
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APPENDIX3 

EXAMPLES OF PosT-TRAI”G EVALUATION FORMS 

VERSION 1 
ENGLISH FORM 

MANDARNCANTONESEFORM 

COMPLETED BY TRAINING AITENDEES 

SPANISH FORM 



1 2 3 4 

f 2 3 4 
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APPENDIX 4 

EXAMPLEs OF POST-TRAININC EVALUATION FORMS 
COMPLETED BY TRAINING ATI'ENDEES 

VERsIoN 2 
ENGLISH FORM 
SPANISH FORM 

MANDARJWCANTONESEFORM 



Evaluacidn 
Disciplinando a 10s 

Nombrrdeltaller ninos con amor F&a 10 de ooviembrc dcl 2001 

~ ~ & u  Children's Hospital Los Angeles Rescaradorla Uar icarmen Zequie r a-Chandl er 

Por favor M e  el n u m m  que indica su acucrdo con las siguienm decWarres: 

T-- NilAnnlo T- 
om- de& 

1 2 3 4 5 1. La infomucih pnsmtada en el taller 
fut &iL 

2. 1 2 3 4 5 

3. 1 2 3 4 5 

EyLainsauctorl aoeniamuctio 
conocimiento y fuc muy efectivdr 

4. 1 2 3 4 5 

5. 1 2 3 4 5 

Purfavorconteae a las siguieatcs pguntru: 

1. 

2 
. 

3. 

4. 

Agadecemorr cualquier comcntario adic id .  Favor de w el nvc130 de cstt papcl para 
esciibirsus commtarios. 
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TRAININGS EVALUATION DATA TABLE 







E 



I 267 I 6/20/01 I--q%-+% 
270 6/23/01 

I 
277 7/14/01 
278 7/14/01 
279 7/18/01 
280 7/21/00 
281 7/21/00 
282 7/21/00 

284 7/28/01 
285 7/28/01 
286 7/28/01 
287 8/04/01 
288 8/04/01 

-__ .  

283 7/28/01 

8/18/01 -- I .;;; f ~ 8/18/01 
R/25/01 

PomonalMarshall I Is Family Care-Cancelled I I I I I I I I 
- MOAWILP. I Activities I Allen I English I 56 1 26 1 24 I JY 
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 APPENDIX^ 

TRAININGS EVALUATION SCORING RUBRIC 



v8 Licensed Day Care Provider Choices: 

v9 N o n - l i u  Day cart Provider Choices: 

v 10 Received license aftcr anending Choices 

(Lewd family child care provider) 

Won-licensed child can provider) 

workshops 

v 1 1 Licensed child care center sraff Choices 

v 12 Currently getting child care license 

v 13 Other answer provided 

v14 Ethnidcultural background 

v15 The value of the workshop WaS 

Choices 

Choices 

Choices 

Choica 

0” answer 
l=Yes 
&No answer 
l=Yes 
&No answer 
l=Ye 
L-category not included on s w e y  
@No answer 
l=Ye 
2dategary not included on s w e y  
b N o  answer 
1=Yes 
-gory not included on survey 
&No other answer provided 
l=Ya 
bNo answer provided 
1tMi.n 
2-Blackm%a-Ameri~an 
3=HispcmiJLaan - 0  

S=Cambodt ‘an 
6=Arnmial 
7= 
b N o  answer 
l=Poor 
%LessdranAdeqoate 
3 = A k p &  
4=Good 
SrEXcellent 
6=Qu&oa no asked on s w e y  
bN0 answer 
l = b  
2 = L e s $ t h u A ~ W  
%A- 
4rGood 
S=E;xceklt 
6Quution not asked on suntey 
&No answer 
1 = b  
2 = b h A d e q u a t e  
3=AdaF- 

SrrEXcellent 
6eQuestioa no( asked on s w e y  

v18 Will this training change the way *No answer 
you carc for children? l=Ya 

%Question aot asked on survey 
NOTE: On many of the surveys, the questions stop at this point. Newer scvoep do not include 
some of the previous qucstlms, but do include part or ail of tk questlolv W h m  this p i n t  
forwad For the tulicr surveys, leave SPSS bknLfkom this point on, SPSS dl 6ll in with a dot, 
indicating that there was no data. For the W batch dsumeys, go to variable 64 (qlnewl). 
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v35 Two yearsold 

v36 Thneyearsold 

v37 Fouryeatsoid 

v38 Five yearsold 

v39 Six to seven YGUS old 

v40 Eight to nine years old 

v41 Over ten years old 

Choices: 

Choices: 

Choices: 

Choices: 

Choices: 

Choices: 

Choices: 

v4tv45 identtip age of own ChiMrCD 
v42 Ageofyoungest Numba 
v43 Age of second YOUUgSt  Numba 
v44 Age of third YOUngeSt Number 
v45 Age of fourth YOUn- Number 

v47 q2 Styrupshoddbecoatinwd Choices 

v48 q3 lnformuiaawfpl 

For q5q16 (vsO.v61), each item has a number 0 (no response) throw l2 O d  Ww) 
v50 q5 AgesandStages Number (0 -gh 12) 
v51 q6 Children’s Books Number (0 thfough 12) 
v52 q7 MusicalMoon/SoftBooks Number (0 through 12) 
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APPENDIX 7 

TRAININGAITENDANCE 
BY TOPIC, YEAR, AND LANGUAGE GROUP 
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APPENDIX 8 

LICENSING STATUS BY LANGUAGE GROUPS 
































































